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Abstract 
Enterprise 2.0 projects are recently gaining increasing interest among organizations of all sizes and across industries. Especially 
for organizations with multifaceted business processes and the necessity of intra- and inter-organizational information and 
knowledge exchange, it offers great opportunities to step up efficiency and effectiveness of communication as well as optimize 
and simplify collaboration. Therefore, Enterprise 2.0 projects have a significant impact on corporate culture and the 
organizational processes. Hence, it is crucial to adopt an appropriate approach taking all aspects, especially socio-cultural issues, 
into account. This paper presents a methodology for a participative as-is analysis comprising a combination of semi-structured 
interviews and moderated process modelling in the context of Enterprise 2.0 projects. The methodology was applied in five 
different industry projects. Results are provided from one industry project in more detail.  
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1. Introduction 
The management of information and knowledge is a big challenge for organizations these days. Today, 
knowledge has become a crucial competitive factor offering significant advantages to those knowing how to utilize it 
[1]. As a consequence, the effective identification, acquisition, generation, distribution, sharing, storing, and 
application of information and knowledge [1] has become a top priority for many organizations to secure 
competitive advantage [2]. Especially the use of collaborative Web 2.0 concepts and technologies within, between 
and across organizations, also defined as Enterprise 2.0 [3], offers great potential for ad-hoc information exchange 
and knowledge utilization throughout the whole knowledge management process. But traditional project 
management methods are increasingly incapable of meeting the demands arising from such projects.  
Enterprise 2.0 projects are a specific type of information technology (IT) projects, defined as a “process intended 
to achieve the target outcomes with the help of Web 2.0 concepts and technologies such as wikis for project 
documentation, blogs for top-down communication, tagging and rating of enterprise documents, or enterprise social 
networking within and across organizations” [4]. To implement an IT project successfully, many aspects need to be 
monitored and managed, such as social relationships [5]. Specifically for Enterprise 2.0 projects it needs a high level 
of participation, transparency and communication to overcome social and cultural barriers [4, 6]. It is important to 
promote involvement of all effected personnel in an early phase of a project, as both readiness and willingness of the 
involved actors is necessary to reach the critical mass and become a self-sustaining platform [7]. One possibility to 
support these requirements is via analysis group workshops in an early analysis phase of the project. Each 
workshop’s aim is to identify and define the most important process steps of one or two processes, either internal or 
involving external partners, that can be supported by Enterprise 2.0 tools and concepts.  
The primary goal of this paper is to show that analysis workshops utilizing a combination of semi-structured 
interviews and moderated process modelling is a suitable and relevant methodology to address important social and 
cultural success factors of IT and Enterprise 2.0 projects. This paper illustrates both the methodology itself and its 
practical application. The remainder of the paper is arranged as follows: Section two describes the approach to the 
analysis workshops including preparatory work, the conduction of workshops and the post-processing. 
Subsequently, the results derived from the workshops are presented in section three which is followed by the 
conclusion in section four. 
2. Background and systematic approach to the analysis workshops  
In general, as-is analysis and modelling in IT projects can be done in a top-down, bottom-up, or meet-in-the-
middle approach. A top-down approach is most applicable for new developments. This is not the case in typical 
Enterprise 2.0 projects as it can rarely be started on a greenfield development. In environments with existing IT 
systems and applications or historically evolved solutions, a bottom-up or meet-in-the-middle approach is more 
useful [8]. One of the problems with these different development approaches is that they are rather ambiguous 
regarding which business processes an organization should start with and how business services should be combined 
to application scenarios [9]. Even in very simple cases a meet-in-the-middle approach is preferable to a top-down 
approach, since every existing system limits general conditions and modeling decisions in reality [10]. 
An analysis to identify as much potential improvement as possible for a number of processes and application 
scenarios is an essential foundation for the success of the project. In prioritizing the implementation of individual 
processes and application driven scenarios short term “quick wins” should be taken into account. But also the 
integration into existing work processes and the active participation of a critical mass of users through the use of 
appropriate participatory methods are important building blocks. This can be achieved through the inter-
departmental and –organizational involvement of affected stakeholders in a participatory and transparent approach 
[11, 12]. In order to strengthen the willingness of the (future) users to participate, it is necessary to support of the 
process and the involved tasks [13].  
It is therefore useful to begin the analysis, with a bottom-up approach, of the actual situation of involved 
stakeholders to support their tasks in their business processes. Requests defining a target state are equally important, 
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which is why weaknesses and potential improvements of target processes and target performance are to be identified 
in the analysis as well. The primary goal of the Enterprise 2.0 analysis workshops is to obtain reliable requirements 
for the design and implementation of an Enterprise 2.0 platform directly from the involved personnel. 
Workshops with interview techniques have a long history in social science and IS research. Specific work in this 
context include Holtzblatt et al. that used interviews to analyze factors impeding enterprise wiki usage [14], and 
Senger et al. that applied semi-structured interviews for case study research [15]. The overall methodology used in 
this context adopted the “Enterprise 2.0 Project Management Approach”, which was developed by the authors [4]. 
This approach consists of five main phases (assessment, analysis, design, realization, operation). As the social 
dimension and corporate culture in general are one of the biggest challenges within an Enterprise 2.0 project, this 
approach addresses these challenges right from the beginning. The transparent generation of results in a participative 
way within the analysis phase can be done via workshops. In the following, the methodological approach for such 
Enterprise 2.0 analysis workshops is described. It consists of three main steps: (i) preparatory work needed before 
the actual workshops can take place, (ii) execution of the workshops, and (iii) post processing and assessment of 
cross-workshop results.  
2.1. Preparatory work 
The initial step is to identify the right mixture of participants for the workshops. The key roles in this context are 
as follows:  
x interviewers: interviewers need to be domain experts in Enterprise 2.0 with knowledge in the project 
methodology, but also with technological background and project experience (IS domain expert from within the 
organization or external partner), 
x project manager: Person from a staff unit within the organization with top management support, authorized to 
undertake cross-departmental projects and having appropriate social skills, 
x participants: actual users from different departments and levels, also from different business units and company 
locations; they may also be external partners (suppliers, customers, development partners a.s.o.). 
A stakeholder analysis should be carried out to identify possible promoters and opponents of the project. A 
stakeholder is an individual or entity who is either potentially impacted by the project, or has a potential impact on 
the project [16]. A stakeholder may be directly or indirectly affected by or affecting the project within the 
organization or from outside (e.g. suppliers, or customers). This set of all stakeholders is broken up into generic 
category based on their primary interest. Whereat, a stakeholder can be a member of more than one category [16]. 
On the other hand it is also possible that a category consists of only a single stakeholder. The influence, power and 
possible reasons for the opinion towards the project should be documented for each category.  
The next step is to identify business processes that should be supported and improved. This can be based on the 
stakeholder analysis and driven by current issues in ongoing business processes. Typical processes that can be 
supported by Enterprise 2.0 involve processes with several different stakeholders working on a business object, 
actors working in different locations, with a necessity to access, share, and document information or to create 
knowledge. Processes with a high demand for communication and collaboration, or with innovation potential may 
serve as candidate processes to be improved as well. 
For a formalized and structured documentation of the processes BPMN or UML use cases and activity diagrams 
can be used, if this form of documentation is common practice within the organization. If this is not the case, basic 
and easy-to-use “process cards” proved adequate to document the business processes. A process card should hold 
the following information of one activity on a DIN A5-format: (i) a running number, (ii) the name of the activity, 
(iii) involved stakeholder(s) and role(s), and (iv) required data and information within the modelled process. It has 
been found that about eight process cards are sufficient as a starting point to create a common mindset of the actual 
situation for a semi-structured in-depth interview. 
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The interviews should be conducted semi-structured using open questions. The discussion is focused on the 
outlined business process, documented on the process-cards. For the in-depth interviews which are part of the 
workshops a guideline with open questions to help focus the conversation needs to be prepared [14]. The guideline 
provides a structured approach for the interview and enables cross-workshop analysis and evaluation. If printed on 
paper, key points and statements can be noted during the interview directly on the interview guideline. The 
questions to be asked should cover topics such as communication, collaboration, documentation (file storage and 
sharing, knowledge documentation, media breaks, knowledge documentation, etc.) and potential innovation 
(creative new ideas and their implementation) within a process. In addition, weaknesses in the existing process and 
the requirements for each idealized target process should be discussed.  
The last step in preparation is to invite the stakeholders for the workshops. Three people should be invited for 
each workshop. They should have common interest in at least one identified business process to be modelled (i.e. 
collaborate, need information, provide documentation, etc.). Ideally they would have different views on or divergent 
attitudes towards the process and the project. Workshop duration should be set at 90 (max. 120) minutes. The 
invitation should contain basic information on the project and the workshop like goal, duration and agenda. A small 
separate room for the workshop should be reserved, equipped with a desk and chairs for six people (2 interviewers, 
3 interviewees, plus 1 additionally for the internal project manager) and a pin board with pins and markers. The use 
of digital media (presentations, etc.) is not require. Experience shows, that it is far better to concentrate on the 
workshop process itself and bring printouts of the agenda with project briefing, introduction, goals and interview 
guidelines for both interviewers.  
2.2. Workshop execution 
Two interviewers are required for a workshop and one should take the role of leading the interview. The other 
should take notes and occasionally ask additional questions for clarification (co-interviewer) [14]. It is not necessary 
to produce a one-to-one transcription of the complete conversation, nevertheless it may also be useful to make an 
audio recording of the workshop interview. This should only be done after consultation with the interview 
participants. The recording helps the transcriber not to overlook key points, because asking interviewees to repeat 
their information given was found to be more annoying than recording the interview. Using a smartphone for this 
was found minimally invasive in comparison to sophisticated audio equipment. The workshop itself consists of three 
parts:  
x introduction (10 min.), 
x process identification and outline (30-45 min.), 
x semi-structured interview (30-45 min.). 
The workshop should start with a short round of introduction, if not all participants know each other and/or their 
task area. This is followed by a clarification of the project and workshop goals.  
Secondly, one process out of the list of relevant business processes is chosen. This can be decided by the 
interviewers in advance on the basis of common interests of the participants in a certain process. The decision can 
also be left to the interviewees. To reach the decision each interviewee is given three points, which they can use for 
individual weighting (scoring) of up to three of the processes. The process with the highest number of points is 
selected. The selected process is then discussed, outlined and modeled on the prepared process cards on the 
pinboard. The goal of this step is to have an agreed understanding of the actual process with its main activities, 
stakeholders, roles, data and information flows involved. 
For the semi-structured interview the prepared guideline serves as a basis with a predefined set of open questions. 
The interviewers should bear in mind that the participants usually hop between questions in their answers (e.g. 
directly identify potential improvements regarding documentation or information flow for a target process even 
during the process modelling phase). The co-interviewer should note the key facts directly on the guideline and 
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ensure that at the end of the interview all questions were discussed. The results of the interview are a hand-written 
protocol in the guideline and the process model [15].  
2.3. Post-processing and data analysis 
As mentioned above, the investigation of requirements for the design and implementation of an Enterprise 2.0 
platform directly from the involved actors is the primary goal of the analysis workshops. For this purpose post-
processing and analysis is needed. This step includes two major parts: (i) post-processing of each workshop and (ii) 
assessment of cross-workshop results.  
The first part includes aggregation and transcription of the handwritten interview protocol for documentation of 
the key statements using word-processing software. Thereby it is sufficient to utilize bullet points and not 
necessarily a one-to-one transcription of full sentences. However, it is useful to check and amend the notes by audio 
recordings if available. Furthermore, the discussed business processes elaborated by means of the above mentioned 
process cards usually has to be transferred to a visualization software tool (e.g. Microsoft Visio) for readability 
purposes. This has to be done for each workshop individually.  
After the last workshop is completed, all revised transcriptions have to be analyzed and cross-workshop results 
have to be gathered. It is recommended to use an analysis software specialized in qualitative data evaluation (e.g. 
Atlas.ti [17]). The application of an adequate software tool helps to ensure a systematic, rule guided qualitative data 
analysis [18]. Having imported each of the interview protocol files, a so-called hermeneutic unit is created. 
Afterwards, each text passage within the interview protocol relating to a particular Enterprise 2.0 tool or concept is 
coded to the tool appropriate for the particular statement (e.g. provide a code for Enterprise 2.0 tools such as wiki, 
blog, tagging, etc. as starting point for this process). Therefore the text passage is marked and the corresponding tool 
is assigned via drag and drop. Subsequently, a frequency analysis is conducted which is considered an adequate 
method for qualitative data analysis [19]. Based on the results of the analysis, the output of the analysis provides an 
objective overall picture illustrating the frequency of addressing a certain tool. Thereby the demand for particular 
collaboration and Enterprise 2.0 tools is determined and the prioritization is established.  
3. Empirical results  
This section provides the empirical results from the application of the approach as described above. First, an 
overview of all conducted projects is given, followed by a detailed look at the project with BM including its key 
results. Finally, the lessons learned from the workshops are summarized.  
3.1. Overview
The methodology described in the previous section has been applied in five different industry projects. In each 
project between 4 and 9 analysis workshops were conducted. The number of Enterprise 2.0 processes identified in 
the course of the workshops range between 4 and 12 per enterprise which were then discussed in these workshops. 
The following table provides an overview of the main characteristics of these industry projects. The authors used the 
last one (BM) of these industry projects for a more detailed example within this paper.  
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Table 1. Characteristics of the industry projects conducted (anonymized). 
Enterprise No of locations No. of 
Employees 
Annual
turnover 
(EUR) 
Type of 
industry 
No. of 
processes
identified
No. of 
workshops 
conducted 
No. of 
participants
/ workshop 
NK 1 production,  
15 sales offices 
150 25 mio. Bearings 
manufacturer 
4 4 3 
TE 5  850 182 mio. Wire/Fiber rope 
manufacturer 
12 9 2-3 
FR 8 main sites,  
19 subsidiaries 
3200 +500 mio. Manufacturing 9 6 2-3 
DO 1 80 30 mio. Paper 
manufacturer 
9 5 2-4 
BM 8 360 31 mio. IT / Software 
Development 
6 7 3 
3.2. Key results from workshops within BM  
This section studies a demonstrative output of the company project with BM. The involved company is a 
prospering software producer with the headquarters in Austria and local offices in five more European countries. It 
is a manufacturer of high quality commercial business software. There are more than 360 employees of which about 
100 are software developers, about 200 are support staff and technicians and the others are sales and administration 
staff. The company was founded more than forty years ago and meanwhile supports more than 25.000 customers.  
Due to a significant growth rate in the last years, the necessity for an integrative platform for information and 
knowledge management became evident. The adoption of Enterprise 2.0 tools forming a core platform for both 
employees and customers was chosen as the most effective way of achieving the objectives. The vision was to 
establish one platform for communication, collaboration, documentation and innovation within the whole company, 
initially focusing on the support department. The project consisted of the conception of an intra-organizational 
platform for knowledge management support, enabling retrieval, look-up, linking, commenting on and 
categorization of information as well as context related communication via Enterprise 2.0 technologies and concepts 
for authorized employees.  
Seven workshops were undertaken according to the methodological approach described in the previous section. 
The following processes were discussed (the number of the workshop where it was discussed are shown in brackets, 
e.g. the first process was analyzed in two workshops): 
x Management of knowledge for the customer, e.g. documentation and finding information for customer inquiries 
(WS1 + WS5) 
x The procedure for the identification of gaps in knowledge of staff / departments / teams (WS2) 
x Subject-specific knowledge documentation, e.g. collection of information and documentation for internal and 
external knowledge sharing (WS3) 
x Documentation and quality assurance, e.g. in order to improve quality awareness (WS4) 
x Inter-departmental flow of information and communication, e.g. How do I get information from other 
departments and how can this be mediated? (WS6) 
x Identifying and documenting interesting and common issues for customers or for other departments, e.g. FAQs, 
general help, etc., (WS7) 
For each of the workshops a bullet point transcript of the key statements was prepared and cross-checked with the 
audio recordings that were also made. For analyzing workshop transcripts and protocols but also combining results 
the tool Atlas.ti was used. Common Enterprise 2.0 tools were used for the coding process (e.g. Enterprise search, 
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tagging, etc.) and additional tools were identified and coded as well (e.g. document library, workflow). The 
following table shows the resulting frequency counts of each workshop after the coding procedure. 
Table 2. Frequency counts of Enterprise 2.0 tools within the workshops (WS). 
Tool WS1 WS2 WS3 WS4 WS5 WS6 WS7 Total 
Enterprise Search 10 15 4 4 4 0 7 44 
Collaborative Document Library 10 10 9 1 1 0 3 34 
Tagging 7 6 5 3 2 0 4 27 
Workflow 2 4 6 3 4 3 0 22 
Social Networking 3 5 0 0 0 2 0 10 
Blog 0 3 1 2 1 0 1 8 
Wiki 2 3 1 1 0 0 0 7 
Newsfeed 2 1 0 2 0 0 1 6 
The results of the workshops conducted revealed that the main issues in this project were related to searching for 
and finding of information and knowledge. Therefore, an enterprise wide search which contains different sources 
was the tool to be prioritized for development. Secondly, the workshop participants expressed the need for 
collaborative document exchange and storage, followed by a possibility to provide additional meta-information to 
certain objects, referred to as “tagging”. Another need that was mentioned throughout nearly every workshop was 
the possibility to define and track workflow information of business processes. Lightweight tools to inform other 
users via blogs and collaborative knowledge documentation in wikis were mentioned as well. The need to be 
informed of new announcements, changes via other means than email, i.e. newsfeeds (RSS) was also expressed in 
five workshops.  
3.3. Lessons learned from the workshops  
In the course of five Enterprise 2.0 projects, the authors conducted 31 workshops to analyze the requirements and 
needs of the companies and their personnel. Below, we summarize the lessons learned from the workshops in a few 
key statements: 
x Modelling of one process to be supported by Enterprise 2.0 concepts and technologies is enough for a 90 to 120 
minutes workshop. 
x It is not necessary to use a (complicated) standardized notation such as UML activity diagrams or ARIS EPK for 
process modelling. It is more important to have a simple and clear notation, which will be understood by the 
workshop participants quickly and easily. 
x It is not necessary to use digital projection tools (such as PowerPoint) for introducing or modelling. From our 
experience, it is better only to use conventional moderation material such as flipcharts, pinboards, paper and 
markers. 
x When organizing the workshops, it is important to select a balanced mixture of participants. The most important 
differentiation criteria identified were: (i) department and company locations, (ii) hierarchy levels, (iii) digital 
literacy and age of the personnel, and (iv) project supporters vs. project opponents (to be identified by the 
company internal project manager)  
x For a successful workshop result it is crucial to have an experienced and cohesive team of interviewer and co-
interviewer. 
x The workshops should be set up with a maximum of three workshop participants (excluding project manager and 
two interviewers). 
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x A powerful project manager (sponsor) which knows the most important internals, “parallel structures” and “grey 
eminences” and has the power to enforce change. Therefore it is necessary to identify people with both a positive 
attitude (evangelists) and with skeptical/negative attitude. It is also beneficial to find out the reasons for their 
attitude towards the project. 
4. Conclusion 
The paper showed a methodology for the as-is analysis that addresses important social and cultural success 
factors of Enterprise 2.0 projects. The methodology comprises analysis workshops utilizing a combination of semi-
structured interviews and moderated process modelling. The systematic approach including preparatory work, the 
conduction of workshops, and the post-processing of the workshop results was shown. The methodology was 
applied in five different industry projects. Results were provided from one industry project in detail and the overall 
lessons learned from all projects were summarized. Process analysis, semi-structured interviews and workshops 
have a long history in IS research and practice. The novelty here is the application in the context of Enterprise 2.0 
and the combination of different methods and techniques. 
It can be concluded that the methodology already was applied successfully in several Enterprise 2.0 projects. The 
organizations were rather skeptical at the beginning if such workshops were even needed because they believed to 
know most requirements. Afterwards all organizations realized that the results justified the additional effort of the 
workshops as they were accurate, detailed and generated bottom-up with the staff encouraged to participate. 
Therefore the requirements directly originated from the concerned later users which were incorporated into the 
design and implementation of the Enterprise 2.0 platform in the following. The workshop participants in all projects 
were interested and willing to share their positive and negative experiences in their daily work. The most productive 
workshop setting was when people of different departments and views on the same process were present.  
However, a systematic approach as presented within this paper can only serve as framework and provide 
guidelines for the conduction of an Enterprise 2.0 project. Its successful accomplishment a priori requires full 
commitment of both top management and all involved employees. The participatory design of the proposed method 
contributes to that within the analysis phase of such a project. Although this may increase the probability of success, 
the analysis workshops only serve as starting point by making requirements transparent in a participatory way. This 
needs to be followed by an overall project management methodology aiming at an “Enterprise 2.0 enabling 
corporate culture” [4]. 
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